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REMARKS 

Claims 1-33 are pending in Ihc present applicalion. Reconsideration ofthc claims 
is respectfully reciues ted, 

T, 3S U.S.C. SIM, Obviousness 

The Olllcc Action rejects claims 1-33 under 35 U,S.C. § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Fader ct al. (U,S. Pat. No. 6,519,570) in view oFBaldwin et al. 
(6.310,952). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As to claims 1-33, the Omce Action stales: 

As per claims 1 , 3, 7-9, and 1 1 Tadcr substantially discloses a 
system/method of conducting a time-auction among queuing customers. 
A bid is received from one of the queuing customers and compared with 
the prices being offered by the other customers waiting in line. The 
queuing showing a user's updated position in the queue due to having bid 
a higher rale to receive services from the iiifomiation provider (which is 
readable as Applicant's cUiimcd invention wherein it is stated that a 
method of providing service provider infounation to a client device in a 
distributed computer system) cojiiprising: 

obtaining at least bids from a plura lity of service providers 
(plurality of service providers or bids receive from one of the queuing 
customers) for providing a service (sec., abstract, col 2, lines 36-39, fig 5, 
col 6, lines 47-64, specifically wherein it Is stated that the customer is 
billed at the highest bid price for the services received from the service 
provider. AppHcanl's newly added hniihition wherein said plurality of 
service providers is disclosed in the abslra^^t, specifically wherein it is 
staled that the system/method allow vendors such as service providers, col 
6, lines 47-64, plurality of bids); providing the bids from the p1urality_of 
service providers (abslraci, col 6, lines 47-^4, Applicant's newly added 
limitation wherein said plurality of service providers is disclosed in the 
abstract, specifically wherein it is stated that the system/method allow 
vendors such as service providers, col 6, lines 47-64, plurality of bids). 

It is to be noted that Fader fails to explicitly disclose an estimated 
time (or travel) completion for the service. However, Baldwin discloses a 
mclhod/syslcm for providing easy access to a service provider that 
provides service over a communications system. A queue 27 informs a 
caller of an estimated amount of time before Ihe caller will reach the top of 
the queue, A set of information includes information such as the name of 
the caller, the amount of money the caller is willing to pay, or bid, for a 
queue (see., Baldwin, col 4, lines 33-61), Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the lime the invention 
was made to modify the time-auction of l-adcr by including the limitation 
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detailed above because such modification would provide automated acooss 
to service providers based upon an eslimatod amount of time. 

Ornec Action, dated September 18, 2003. Applicajn respectfully disagrees. Faber 
teaches a system and method for conducting a time auction. More panicularly, Faber 
loaches a system that enables customers to advance alicad ofother waiting customers and 
receive services from a particular infonnation or service provider ahead of those who 
nre not willing to pay as much for the service. See col. 2, lines 54-57. As stated in 
Faber, "[cjonsumcrs inlerosted in acquiring services must first identify the service 
provider who is capable of providing the required sci-vices." Sec col. 1, lines 1 6-18. In 
other words, Faber is not concerned with identifying a service provider. Rather, Faher is 
concerned with a time auction system and n)ctliod for consumers who arc bidding to gain 
access to a service proviiler. 

Similarly, BaUMn teaches a method and apparatus for providing access to an 
overly popular service provider. Jhilclwin leaches a queuing system that allows a caller to 
bid an amount of money to move up in (he queue. See col. 2, lines 20-31. Baldwin also 
leaches a user interface system that informs the caller of an estimated amount of lime 
before the caller will reach the top of the queue. See col. 4, lines 41-51, Therefore, just 
like Faber, Jhildwin is not concerned with identifying a service provider. Rather, 
Baldwin is concerned with a time auction system rmd method for consumers to bid 
ngainst each other to gain access to a particular scj vice provider. 

In contradistinction, the present invention provides a method, apparatus, and 
computer program product for providing bids fron) a plurality of service providers to a 
client device. Claim 1 recites: 

1 . A method of providing service provider information to a client 
device in a distributed computer system, comprising: 

obtaining bids from a plurality of service providers for providing a 
service; 

detennining aji estimated time of completion for the service for 
each of the plurality of service providers; and 

providing the bids from the plurality of service provide»\s and the 
estimated time of completion for the service for each of the plurality of 
service providers to the client device. 
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Neither Faber nor Ifahlwin tenches or suggests ^'oblaining bids from a plurality of scivice 
providers for providing a service " as recited in claim 1 . More particularly, Baldwin 
tenches providing an estimated time die customer will be wailing in the queue; however, 
Baldwin does not teach determining an estimated time of completion ofthc semce for 
each ofthc plurality of service providers. Furthennore, neither Faber nor Baldwin 
teaches or suggests providing the bids from the plurality of service providers and the 
csUniatcd time ofcoinpleUon for each ofthc plurahly of service providej-s to a client 
device. 

The Onicc Action states: 

a. ^'obtaining bids from a pluraUty ofscrvicc providers for providing a 
service". As statal above. Fader discloses Itiis limitation in the absUact, 
c^l 2, lines 36-39, fig 5, col 6, lines 47-64, fipccifically wherein it is stated 
that the customer is billed at the higliest bill price for the sei-vices received 
fi-om Xho service provider. Applicajit's newly added limitation wherein 
said plurality of service providers is disclo::cd in the abstract, specifically 
wherein it is stated that the systcm/melhod allow vendors such as service 
providers, and col 6, lines 47-64, plurality of bids). 

Office Action, dated September 18, 2003. Applicant respectfully disagrees. The 
Abstract o[ Faber states: 

A system and a mcUiod of c-onducLing a time-auction 
among queuing customers is dcsciihed. A bid is received 
from one of the queuing customers and compaj'cd with the 
prices being offered by the other customers waiting in line, 
If the bid is higher than at least one* of the prices, the 
bidding customer is advanced in line ahead ofthc customer 
offering the lower price. The systcrn and method provide a 
mechanism for customers willing to pay more to advance in 
tho queue and to move ahead of those not willing to pay as 
much. At the same time, the syslci n and method allow 
vendors such as service providers, for whose good or 
services customers arc willing to v^'ait in line, to maximize 
the price charged for their sciviccs at any given moment. 

Faber, Abstract. While a plurality ofscrvicc providers may be supported, Faber does not 
icuch or suggest "obtaining bids from a plurality ofscrvicc providers for providing a 
service" and "providing the bids from the plurality of service providers and the estimated 
lime of completion for the sci-vice for each of the plurality of service providers to the 
client device," as recited in claim 1 . The cited pojtion oT Faber also states: 

Page 10 of 15 
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This bidding process may continue as described 
above» wilh customers offering higher bids aud advancing 
ahead of one another as a result. Wl.wUi ihc service provider 
becomes available to provide services to the next customer, 
a logic unit within Ihe system will establish a real-time 
communications conncclion between the customer 
associated with the number- 1 position in the queue at that 
lime. Tlic real-time communication.'^ connection may be 
established over a telephone netwoit, a computer network, 
satellite network, wireless comnnmicationi^ network, direct 
TV network, or other type of commtmieaiions network, and 
may include tin audio connection, video connection, or 
other type of voice or data conncclion. 'I he customer in the 
numbcr-l position at the time the sl rvice provider becomes 
available, in effect, has won the time auction by offciing to 
pay the highest price to receive the service provider's 
services ahead of all other customers in the queue. The 
customer is billed at the highest bid price for tlie services 
received from the service provider. 

Fabcr, col, 6, lines 46-64. Again, Faber fails to teach a method for providing service 
provider infonnation to a client device in which bids from a plurality of service providers 
arc obtained and provided to the client device. 

Fahcr ajid Baldwin teach methods and systems for allowing custoraei-$ to bid 
against each other for access to a service provider. This is contrary to tlic present 
invention, which provides a method, apparatus, arid program for allowing service 
providers to bid against each other based on tin esiimatcd time of completion of the 
service. The applied references, taken alone or in combination, fail to teach each and 
every claim limitation. Therefore, claim 1 is not rendered obvious by tlie proposed 
combination oC Faber and Baldwin, 

Tlio Office Action also states; 

b, **an estimated time of completion of the service for each of the plurality 
ofsurvicc providers". IJowcvcr, the Examiner respectfully disagrees 
because Daldwin discloses a mclhod/systen^ for providing easy access or 
thir<l instructions to a service provider thai provides service over a 
communications system. A queue 27 infonns a caller of an estimated 
amount of lime before the caller will reach the lop of the queue. A set of 
information includes information such as ihc name of the caller, the 
amount of money the caller is willing to puy» or bid , for a queue (sec., 
Baldwin, col 4, lines 33-Cl , please note tint estimated time of completion 
is readable as when the queue 27 informs Ihe caller or user of an estimated 
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amount of lime before complcling tlic call or bid. Therefore, it would have 
boon obvious to a person of ordinary skill in Xho art at the tmie Ihc 
invention was made lo modify the time-auction of Fader by including the 
limitalion detailed above because such modidcation would provide 
autonialod access to providers bailed upon hh estimated amount of time. 

Office Action, dated September 18. 2003. Applicant respectfully disasrccs. As slated in 
the Office Action, Baldwin clearly teaches informing a caller of an estimated amount of 
time before the caller will reach the top of the quelle, which can only be intcipretcd as an 
cfltinuilcd time of a start of a service and not an cf.limatcd time of completion. 
Somehow, ihe Office Action alleges this is "readable" as an estimated lin^e of 
completion. However, the only motivation for interpreting the teachings of Baldwin in 
this manner is to reconstruct the present invention using the instant claims as a template, 
•fhcrcforc. Applicant maintains ihtii Baldwin docs iiot leach or fairly suggest ^'providing 
the bids from the plLn aUty of service providers and the estimated time of completion for 
the service for each of the phu-ality of service providers to the client device," as recited in 
claim 1. 

Furthermore, Baldwin clearly teaches allowing customers to bid against each 
other for access to a scmce provider, rather than allowing a plurality of service providers 
to bid for the riglit to provide a service to a single customer, a.s in tlic present invention, 
'rhcreforc, Baldwin clearly does not teach or suggest providing the estimated time of 
completion for the service for each of the plurality of service providers to a client 
device, as alleged in the Office Action. 

Furlhcrmorc, the Ofllcc Action states: 

d. "Obtaining bids from aplurality of service providers". As stated above. 
Fader disclofies a plurality of service providers or bids receive from one of 
the queuing customers for providing a service (see., abstract, col 2, lines 
36-39, fig 5, col 6, lines 47-64, specifically wherein it is stated that a bid is 
received fiom one of the queuing customers and compared with the prices 
being offered by the other customers wailing in line). 

OITicc Action, dated September 18, 2003. Applicant respectfully disagrees. The Office 
Action fails to proflcr any reasoning as to why receiving bids from a plurality of 
customers, as taught by Fabcr, \$ somehow equivalent to obtaining bids from a plurality 
of service providers, as presently claimed. Applicant maintains that neither Fahet nor 
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Baldwin teaches or suggests "obtaining bids Trom :i plurality of service providers Tor 
providing a service," as recited in claiin 1. 

Claims 12 and 23 recite subject matter uddrvsscd above with respect to claim I 
imd arc allowable for t)ie same reasons. Since claii>is 2-11,1 3-22, aud 24-33 depend 
from claims 1,12, and 23, the same distinctions between Faber and Baldwin and the 
invention recited in claims 1. 12, and 23 apply for Ihese claims. Additionally, claims 2- 
11, 13-22, and 24-33 recite other additional combinations of features not suggested by thu 
reference. 

More particularly, claim 3 recites: 

3, Tlio mclhod ofclaim 1, further conijvrising: 

receiving a selection of a selected service provider from the 

plurality of service providers and a command to place an order forthe 

service with the selected scmcc provider; aiid 

placing an order with the selected sc. I'vicc provider, 

Neither Fabcr nor Baldwin, taken alone or in combination, teach or suggest providing the 
bids from the plurality of service providers and receiving a selection of a scivicc 
provider. As stated above, Faber and Baldwin stai t with the premise that the consumer 
has selected a particular service provider. Faber and Baldwin arc not concerned with 
.SClcctiiiR a service provider from a pluralily of scivice providers for placing an order. 
The Office Action stales; 

c. '^Selection of a service provider''. As noted above, Fader discloses in 
Figs I and 2 a plurality of service provider::,, and therefore, it is obvious to 
recognize that the selection of a service provider would depend on the 
availability of the service providers. 

Office Aclion, dated September 18, 2003. Applicant rcspectfidly disagrees. Paber 
teaches directly away from the claimed invention, because Faber teaches a method and 
system in which customers bid against one another, wherein a highest bid determines 
which customer receives the service first, Tlicrc i.'> only one service and, hence, only one 
service provider being bid upon by a given group of customers in Ihc tcaclungs of Faber. 
Therefore, J^aber docs not teach, suggest, or render obvious a step of ^'receiving a 
selection of a selected service provider from the plurality of service providers and a 
command to place an order forthe service with th-5 selected service provider," because it 
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is the service provider that is selecting from a sroiip of customers in Faber, rather than a 
cusiomcr selecting Uom a plurality orscrvicc provijcre, as in the claimed invention. 

Claims 14 and 25 recite subject mailer addressed above with respect to claim 3 
nnd arc allowable for the same reasons. Since the i;pplied references, taken alone or in 
combinalion, fail to teach or suggest each and every claim limitation, claims 3, 14, and 25 
iiro not rendered obvious by the proposed combinalion olFciher and Baldwin. 

Claim 5 recites: 

5, The method of claim 1, wherein the eacli bid further includes an 
cstimalc4 time to perform the service at a location associated with a 
corresponding service provider. 

Neither Fahcr nor iSalclmn, taken alone or in combinalion, teach or suggest obtaining 
bids fit>m a phnality of service providers, wherein each bid includes an estimated time to 
perform the service at a location associated with a corresponding service provider. These 
features are Jiot addressed in the Office Action; thcrclbre, the rejection is improper. The 
Office Action docs not establish a prima facie case of obviousness for claim 5. Claims 
16 and 27 recite subject matter addressed above with respect to claim 5 and are allowable 
for the same reasons. Since the applied references, taken alone or in combination, fail to 
teach or suggest each and every claim limitation, claims 5, 16, and 27 arc not rendered 
obvious by ihe proposed combination oCFaber and Baldwin, 

Furtlicrmorc. claims 6, 17, and 28 recite obtaining route information from a route 
determination provider based on a first location a^.ociatcd with the client device and a 
second location associated with a concsponding s.jrvicc provider. The Ofncc Action 
fuils to address this feature and. thus, fails to establish ixprima facie case of obviousness 
for those claims. Fubcr and Baldwin, taken alone or in combination, fail to teach or 
suggest obtaining route infomiation from a route detemiination provider. 

The Office Action stales: 

0. "Routing information from a route provider". It is obvious to recognize 
that the role of a service provider such as i^ervice provider 200, Figs I and 
2 of I'adcr is to route information from a first location to a second 
location- 

Oflico Action, daled September 18, 2003, Applicant respectfully disagrees. Hvcn 
assuming, aruuendo, that one would rccogni/c that scmce providers 'Voutc" infomiation. 
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nciilier of the applied references teaches or siiggesls obtaining route iiiformalion from a 
n)utc determination provider. The applied refcrcncvs fail to teach or suggest each and 
every claim limitation; tliercfore, claims 6, 17, and ?.8 arc not rendered obvious by the 
proposed combination oCFaber and Baldwin. 

Still further, claims 7. 1 S, and 29 recite obtiiiuing historical travel data fi-om a 
historical dutabasc. I he Onice Action fails to address this feature and. thus, fails to 
establish a primn facie case of obviousness for thcs.c claims. Faber and Baldwin, taken 
alQne or in combination, fail to teach or suggest obtaining historical travel data from & 
hi-slorical database. The applied references fail to teach or suggest each and every claim 
limitation; therefore, claims 7, 18, and 29 arc not rendered obvious by the proposed 
combination of Faber wx^ Baldwin. 

Thercrore, the rejection ofclaims 1-33 under 35 U.S-C. § 103 is overcome. 



II. Conclusion 

Tl is rcspcclfully urged that the subject application is patentable over the prior art 
of record and is now in condition for allowance. 

The examiner is invited to call the undersigned at the bclow-li sled telephone 
number if in the opinion of the examiner such a telephone conference would expedite or 
aid the prosecution and examination of this applicdion. 



DATE: 



Respectful ly siibmittod. 




Stc^^Tfcn R. Tkacs 

Reg. No, 46,430 

CarsL^ns, Ycc & Gaboon, LI.P 

P.O. fiox 802334 

DalUiS, TX 75380 

(972) 367-2001 

AgoU for Applicants 



Page 15of ir> 



PAGE 17/17 * RCVD AT 11114/2003 2:18:38 PNI [Eastern Slandard Time] ' SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/0 * DNIS:87293fl6* CSID:972 367 2002* DURATION (mni-ss):OMO 



